REMARKS 

a— en,s can .a ,ound «,rougho. .a specr,oa,ion, — and claims as 

originally filed. 

n< irrtinnirr-"-" -^-^ " S.C. S112 

T.a Exan^inar has reiactad C>ai.s 1 « 10 undar 35 U.S.C. S112, sacond 
paragraph a,,ag>ng .a. .0 .a inda«a,or.a.no.o pa— vpo.^ 
c,a-,. me subiaC .atter wK,c. App.ioan. .agards as tha — . Applioan. has 
a.andad Cal. 1 to ovarco.e *e Exa.lne.s allagad vaguanass. Clain, 4 has haan 
canca„ad. Aoco.din,v, .his ohieCion is moo.. Cai. 8 has bean aa,andad as 
suggas.adhythaExa.inar. Cai. 9 has hean a.andad .o provida prop, an.ecadan. 
.asis. Acco*g.y, Appiican. baiiavas a,. Cairns .o ova«=o.a .ha Exannina.s §112 
rejaotion and raspacHully raquasts withdrawal of the sar„e. 
iiinlliirlrrT-""'- 

The Examiner has reiactad C.ai.s 1 through 4, 7 and 9 undar 35 U.S.C. §102(e) 
as hainganticipatedhy the Ba.tigappi^tion.A,so, the Examiner has reiactad Caimsl 

through 3 and 7 under 35 U.S.C. §102(h) as being anticipated by Ochi et ai. 

Claim 1 has been amended. Cairn 1 cleariy defines the slide passages. One 

position. The axes of the Slide passages are abou. perpendicular to one another. 

The Battig at al and Ochi at ai rafa.ncas fail to disclose or suggas. Applicants 
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respect to one another. The Ochi reference illustrates passages whose axes are 
parallel to one another. Accordingly, both of these references fail to disclose or suggest 
Applicant's invention. Having the passages, as claimed, enables the vehicle mounted 
unit to gradually move laterally on one bolt while it is rotated on a second bolt so that 
the vehicle mounted unit can be removed from the stud bolts in a direction 
perpendicular to the axes of the bolts. Neither of the references cited by the Examiner 
provide for such a feature. In fact, the cited references do not enable the devices to be 
removed perpendicular to the axes of the bolts. 

Accordingly, Applicant believes Claim 1 to be patentably distinguishable over the 
Battig and Ochi et al references. Likewise, Claims 2, 3 and 5 through 10, which depend 
from Claim 1 , are patentably distinct over the art cited by the Examiner. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. S103 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 5, 6 and 10 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Battig in view of Welch. 

Claim 1 has been amended as described above. The combination of the Welch 
reference with Battig fails to overcome the deficiencies of the Battig reference. Thus 
Claims 5, 6 and 10 are patentably distinguishable over the Examiner's combination. 

The Examiner has rejected Claim 8 under §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Battig et al. As mentioned above, the Battig reference fails to disclose or suggest 
Applicant's invention. 

In light of the above amendments and remarks. Applicant submits that all 
pending claims are in condition for allowance. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully 
requests the Examiner to pass the case to issue at the Examiner's earliest possible 
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Respectfully submitted,.^— > 



Dated: December 30. 2004 



HARNESS, DICKEY & PIERCE, P.LC. 
P.O. Box 828 

Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48303 
(248) 641-1600 



WRDT/jp 



By. 




W. R. Duke 
Reg. No. 



Serial No. 10/603,757 



Page 7 



